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upon	business	and	management	domains.	This	 is	 important	and	timely	given	the	current	 interest	by	funding	
bodies	 in	 the	 impactful	nature	of	 research.	However,	 it	 is	also	problematic	 since	such	 research	 is	 frequently	
viewed	as	irrelevant	by	the	practitioners	it	is	intended	to	impact.	On	the	one	hand,	there	is	a	need	to	advance	










associated	 advantages	 -	 disadvantages.	 However,	 these,	 questionably	 fail	 to	 resolve	 complex	 situations	
characterised	 by	 multiple	 views	 as	 to	 what	 the	 problem	 is.	 This	 invites	 attention	 to	 Problem	 Structuring	
Methodologies	(PSMs),	in	particular,	the	Cybernetic	Methodology,	which	offer	an	approach	to	deal	with	such	
multi-perspective	complex	situations,	and	with	the	aim	to	effect	change	in	the	situation.	This	paper	evaluates	


































The	 aim	of	 this	 paper	 is	 to	 briefly	 examine	how	 the	 gap	 can	 be	methodologically	 bridged	 in	 the	 context	 of	














5:422].	This	 is	 later	more	clearly	expressed:	 “Now	quite	 the	most	 striking	 feature	of	 the	new	theory	was	 its	
recognition	 of	 an	 inseparable	 connection	 between	 rational	 cognition	 and	 rational	 purpose;	 and	 that	
consideration	it	was	which	determined	the	preference	for	the	name	pragmatism”	[Peirce,	1905;	5:412].	Simply	
put:	“it	is	merely	a	method	of	ascertaining	the	meanings	of	hard	words	and	of	abstract	concepts”	[Peirce,	1903-
07;	 5:	 464].	 “There	 are	 two	 functions…	 that	 Pragmatism	 should	 perform;..	 in	 the	 first	 place,	 to	 give	 us	 an	
expeditious	riddance	of	all	 ideas	essentially	unclear..	In	the	second…	help	to	render	distinct,	 ideas	essentially	
clear”	 [Peirce,	 1903;	 5:205].	 This	 is	 underpinned	 by	 the	 view	 that	 “all	 that	we	 can	 anyway	 know	 relates	 to	
experience”	 [Peirce,	 1908;	 6:492],	 which	 Peirce	 clarifies	 includes	 “the	 entire	 mental	 product”.	 For	 Pierce,	









Aside	 from	 this	 merciless	 abuse,	 both	 John	 Dewey	 and	 William	 James	 had	 embraced	 and	 written	 about	
‘pragmatism’.	For	John	Dewey,	perhaps	the	clearest	insight	into	his	view	of	pragmatism	is	provided	in	his	preface	
to	‘Logic:	the	theory	of	inquiry’	(1938).	This	views	inquiry	as	the	“determination	of	an	indeterminate	situation”	
(Dewey,	 1938:	 iii)	 in	 which	 a	 coherent	 account	 can	 be	 made	 between	 observation	 and	 conceptualisation,	
invoking	a	pragmatic	approach.	However,	in	explaining	this	method	Dewey	explains:		
The	 word	 ‘Pragmatism’	 does	 not,	 I	 think,	 occur	 in	 the	 text.	 Perhaps	 the	 word	 lends	 itself	 to	
misconception.	At	all	events,	so	much	misunderstanding	and	relatively	futile	controversy	have	gathered	
about	 the	 word	 that	 it	 seemed	 advisable	 to	 avoid	 its	 use.	 But	 in	 the	 proper	 interpretation	 of	
“pragmatic,”	namely	 the	 function	of	consequences	as	necessary	 test	of	 the	validity	of	propositions,	

















From	 an	 applied	 perspective,	 this	 has	 been	 picked	 up	 more	 recently	 as	 implying	 outcomes	 (solutions)	 are	








	‘Action	 Research’	 is	 attributed	 to	 Lewin	 (Adelman,	 1993).	 Adelman	 presents	 a	 brief	 biography	 of	 Lewin’s	
research	approach,	describing	him	as	a	‘scientific	pragmatist’	who	was	influenced	by	Charles	Peirce.	Lewin	(1946)	











learned	 journals	 or	 reports)	 and	 the	 audience	 (single	 or	 multiple).	 Clark	 draws	 upon	 Rapoport’s	 (1970)	
characterisation	of	action	research,	which:	
aims	to	contribute	both	to	the	practical	concerns	of	people	in	an	immediate	problematic	situation	and	
to	 the	goals	of	 social	 science	by	 joint	 collaboration	within	a	mutually	acceptable	ethical	 framework	
(Rapoport,	1970:	499).	
Implicit	is	the	generation	of	new	knowledge	for	the	social	science	community	(Clark,	1972),	however,	this	may	
create	 dual	 agendas	 in	 terms	 of	 servicing	 both	 sponsor	 and	 scholarly	 needs	 (Rapoport,	 1970),	 since	 how	
knowledge	is	perceived	by	a	practitioner	and	a	behavioural	scientist	differs,	as	illustrated	in	the	comparison	of	
Table	2.	For	the	scientist,	knowledge	is	generated	either	by	testing	a	theory	about	organisational	change	or	by	





































































A	more	 recent	 evaluation	of	 action	 research	 is	 exemplified	 by	 Zhang	 et	 al.	 (2015)	 Their	 definition	 of	 action	




Moreover,	 the	 authors	 highlight	 the	 ‘what’s	 in	 it	 for	 me’	 view	 of	 potential	 participant	 practitioners,	 for	 a	




































































































Constructive	Research	 To	 deal	 with	 a	 practitioner	 problem	 situation	 and	 create	 conceptual	 knowledge	
(immersive)	







































































































































































collaboration	 with	 stakeholders.	 A	 synthesis	 of	 the	 five	 approaches	 is	 presented	 in	 Table	 4.	 What	 can	 be	
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